In this study, the effect of seasonal variation on air flow and pollutant dispersion characteristics was numerically investigated. A three-dimensional urban canopy model with unit aspect ratio (H/D = 1) was used to calculate surface temperature distribution in the street canyon. Four representative time events (1000 LST, 1300 LST, 1600 LST and 2000 LST) during typical clear summer and winter days were selected to examine the air flow diurnal variation. The results revealed the seasonal variation significantly altered the street canyon microclimate. Compared with the street canyon surface temperature distribution in summer, the winter case showed a more evenly distributed surface temperature. In addition, the summer case showed greater daily temperature fluctuation than that of the winter case. Consequently, distinct pollutant dispersion patterns were observed between summer and winter scenarios, especially for the afternoon (1600 LST) and night (2000 LST) events. Among all studied time events, the pollutant removal performance of the morning (1000 LST) and the night (2000 LST) events were more sensitive to the seasonal variation. Lastly, limited natural ventilation performance was found during the summer morning and the winter night, which induced relatively high pollutant concentration along the pedestrian height level.
Introduction
According to the latest statistics from the World Health Organization (WHO), the world's urban population now stands at 3.7 billion, implying more than half of the global population resides in cities. This rapid urbanization poses challenges for sustainable development and public health. In urban environments, especially in those areas where population and traffic density are relatively high, human exposure to hazardous substances is significantly increased due to continuous traffic emissions and poor natural ventilation in street canyons.
The ventilation and pollutant dispersion process in street canyons have been extensively investigated [1] [2] [3] . Canyon geometry, ambient wind condition and thermal stratification are found to be the main determinants of air flow regimes in urban street canyons [4, 5] . Influential factors such as building morphology, canyon aspect ratio, ambient wind speed and direction were intensively studied. Hang et al. [6] [7] [8] investigated the effect of geometry morphology on street canyon ventilation by varying aspect ratio, length and building packing density. They found that lowering aspect ratios or increasing street lengths may enhance the pollutant removal. As driven by ambient wind, street canyon flow is significantly influenced by external wind direction [9] . Soulhac et al. [10] built a theoretical two-region street canyon model and revealed that the mean longitudinal velocity is proportional to Symmetry boundary condition was imposed at two side planes, while all other solid facets were set as no slip boundaries. A prescribed logarithmic profile [35] was adopted as the prevalent wind condition at the upstream inlet. z is the aerodynamic roughness length, set as 0.03 m,  is von Karman's constant, set as 0. 41, 10 U is the reference horizontal velocity at 10 m high, set as 1 m/s [36] . Symmetry boundary condition was imposed at two side planes, while all other solid facets were set as no slip boundaries. A prescribed logarithmic profile [35] was adopted as the prevalent wind condition at the upstream inlet.
u * ABL = κU 10 ln
where u * ABL is the atmospheric boundary layer (ABL) friction velocity, z is the height above the street, z 0 is the aerodynamic roughness length, set as 0.03 m, κ is von Karman's constant, set as 0.41, U 10 is the reference horizontal velocity at 10 m high, set as 1 m/s [36] . Figure 2 illustrates the sunlight angle variation through four representative time events, where the leeward wall receives direct solar radiation during the morning event (Figure 2a ), the ground receives direct solar radiation during the noon event (Figure 2b ), the windward wall receives direct solar radiation during the afternoon event (Figure 2c ), and no solar radiation exists during the night (Figure 2d ). The Typical Meteorology Year weather data file of Designer's Simulation Toolkit (DeST) software was used as the meteorological database [37, 38] . Two sets of meteorological data selected from clear days in summer (18 July) and winter (17 January) of Beijing (39.92° N, 116.46° E), China were chosen and plotted in Figure 3 . The ambient air temperature was imposed at the inlet and the outlet of the computational domain, while the thermal stratification was set as neutral. Both indoor and underground surfaces were specified as constant temperature conditions. The internal building temperature was set as 299 K [26] for summer and 293 K [39] for winter, respectively. The daily-averaged air temperature (296 K for summer, and 275 K for winter) was assumed to be the soil temperature at the depth of 2 m. In reality, the soil temperature fluctuates annually and daily due to variations in air temperature and The Typical Meteorology Year weather data file of Designer's Simulation Toolkit (DeST) software was used as the meteorological database [37, 38] . Two sets of meteorological data selected from clear days in summer (18 July) and winter (17 January) of Beijing (39.92 • N, 116.46 • E), China were chosen and plotted in Figure 3 . The Typical Meteorology Year weather data file of Designer's Simulation Toolkit (DeST) software was used as the meteorological database [37, 38] . Two sets of meteorological data selected from clear days in summer (18 July) and winter (17 January) of Beijing (39.92° N, 116.46° E), China were chosen and plotted in Figure 3 . The ambient air temperature was imposed at the inlet and the outlet of the computational domain, while the thermal stratification was set as neutral. Both indoor and underground surfaces were specified as constant temperature conditions. The internal building temperature was set as 299 K [26] for summer and 293 K [39] for winter, respectively. The daily-averaged air temperature (296 K for summer, and 275 K for winter) was assumed to be the soil temperature at the depth of 2 m. In reality, the soil temperature fluctuates annually and daily due to variations in air temperature and The ambient air temperature was imposed at the inlet and the outlet of the computational domain, while the thermal stratification was set as neutral. Both indoor and underground surfaces were specified as constant temperature conditions. The internal building temperature was set as 299 K [26] Atmosphere 2017, 8, 43 5 of 18 for summer and 293 K [39] for winter, respectively. The daily-averaged air temperature (296 K for summer, and 275 K for winter) was assumed to be the soil temperature at the depth of 2 m. In reality, the soil temperature fluctuates annually and daily due to variations in air temperature and solar radiation, and it varies at different depths due to the soil texture, soil water content changes. In this study, these influential factors were not considered.
The solar ray tracing algorithm and the discrete ordinates (DO) model were chosen to include the diurnal solar radiation effect and radiation transfer between street canyon facets [30] . The transmissivity of the inlet, outlet and the top boundary was set as 1.0, and the effective sky temperature was used as external radiation condition [40] . The physical properties of all facets were referred from Idczak's study [41] , and model details are listed in Table 1 . Tracing particles representing vehicular emissions were released from a line source located along the center-line of the street for the street canyon ventilation assessment purpose [42, 43] . Inert ash particles with the diameter of 2 × 10 −6 m and density of 1 kg/m 3 were used to represent airborne PM 2.5 pollutant. The total mass of the tracing particles was set as 1 × 10 −2 kg [32] . Discrete Phase Model (DPM) was used to predict the particle dispersion characteristic, and all street canyon facets were set as reflect boundary for the particles. The governing equation is given below [44] :
where F x is an additional acceleration (force/unit particle mass) term, F D (u − u p ) is the drag force per unit particle mass and
Here, u is the fluid phase velocity, u p is the particle velocity, µ is the molecular viscosity of the fluid, ρ is the fluid density, ρ p is the density of the particle, and ρ p is the particle diameter. Re is the relative Reynolds number, which is defined as
The Discrete Random Walk (DRW) model used in ANSYS Fluent was used to simulate dispersed particles due to turbulent dispersion.
A mesh independency study was conducted over six grid scales. To address the buoyancy force in near wall regions, six different first layer grid thicknesses varied from 0.05 m to 0.4 m were chosen, while the inflation layer expansion ratio was kept as 1.1 in the whole domain. The mesh elements number is 2,070,145 and 560,583 for the finest and coarsest grids, respectively. As listed in Table 2 , the air flow velocity became stable once the mesh elements number exceeded 780,318. Taking the computational efficiency into consideration, the case having 1,026,221 mesh elements (the first layer thickness is 0.15 m, 0.75% of the street's width) was chosen for numerical analysis in this study. The scalable wall function was adopted to solve the near-wall convection in this model. y+ values of street canyon surfaces were around 100, which is within the desirable range of the scalable wall function. The CFD model of this study is based on fluid flow and transport principles for incompressible turbulence flow in terms of mass, momentum and energy conservation equations. Reynolds number in all cases of this study is around 1 × 10 6 . Since many previous [45, 46] and recent studies [47] [48] [49] indicate that the RNG k-epsilon model has good performance on both street canyon flow pattern and pollutant dispersion predictions, equations for turbulent kinetic energy and turbulent dissipation rate were solved with RNG k-eplison closure scheme. Boussinesq approximation was employed to address temperature induced density variation [45, 47] . All governing equations were solved by the commercial CFD code ANSYS Fluent (ANSYS, Canonsburg, PA, USA) with finite volume method. The SIMPLE scheme was used for the pressure and velocity coupling. For all transport equations, the second-order scheme was used to provide better numerical accuracy, and the residual criterion for convergence was set as 1 × 10 −4 . The energy conservation solved in Fluent is based on the equation given below [50] :
where k e f f is the effective conductivity, and → J j is the diffusion flux of species j.
Model Validation
Despite many field measurements and wind tunnel experiments have been conducted, almost none of them combined surface heating and air flow measurement together. In the current study, the numerical model was validated against a field measurement [41] for surface heating comparison and a wind tunnel experiment [51] for air flow velocity comparison, separately. Figure 4 compares the numerical prediction of surface temperature with a field measurement conducted by Idczak et al. [41] . It should be noted that this field measurement records thermal environment data including solar radiation, surface and air temperature based on a street canyon with the aspect ratio of 2.48, and the street direction was kept E-W, which is different from the benchmark model used in this study. Thus, an extra street canyon model was built for numerical validation purpose, which applied identical meteorology and geometry conditions with Idczak et al.'s [41] measurement. RNG k-epsilon turbulence model with scalable wall function was adopted to solve the governing equations. 235,985 structured cells were built in the domain with the minimum size of 0.018 m (0.75% of the street's width) near the surfaces, and an expansion factor equals to 1.1 was used. The results showed y+ values of street canyon surfaces were around 100. The surface temperature distributions of northern and southern walls were compared. Despite minor over predictions can be found around noon for the southern wall, the simulated surface temperature well agreed with the recorded data. This minor discrepancy can be attributed to the underestimated wall thermal storage, and similar discrepancy can be founded in other relevant numerical studies [30, 41] . Figure 5 compares the normalized horizontal velocity along the centerline of the street canyon with wind tunnel data referred from Uehara et al.'s work [51] . In the wind tunnel experiment, isolated cubic building blocks with the aspect ratio of 1 were used, and constant vertical temperature difference was kept by heating the bottom surface. Numerical simulations using the current street canyon model (shown in Figure 1 ) were compared with the wind tunnel data under the same bulk Richardson number (Rb = −0.21); the Rb calculation method is shown as below:
where, H is the building height, a T is the average air temperature inside the street canyon, and The data comparison showed a good agreement. However, the current numerical model was slightly under predicted the near ground wind. This under prediction could be attributed to the geometric difference: the street canyon model used in the wind tunnel experiment has a shorter street length than that of the current numerical model, which allows additional airflow enters the street canyon from building sidewalls. [51] . In the wind tunnel experiment, isolated cubic building blocks with the aspect ratio of 1 were used, and constant vertical temperature difference was kept by heating the bottom surface. Numerical simulations using the current street canyon model (shown in Figure 1 ) were compared with the wind tunnel data under the same bulk Richardson number (Rb = −0.21); the Rb calculation method is shown as below:
where, H is the building height, T a is the average air temperature inside the street canyon, and U 2H is the horizontal velocity at Z = 2H, T in is the inlet air temperature (equals to the ambient air temperature), and T g is the ground temperature. Figure 5 compares the normalized horizontal velocity along the centerline of the street canyon with wind tunnel data referred from Uehara et al.'s work [51] . In the wind tunnel experiment, isolated cubic building blocks with the aspect ratio of 1 were used, and constant vertical temperature difference was kept by heating the bottom surface. Numerical simulations using the current street canyon model (shown in Figure 1 ) were compared with the wind tunnel data under the same bulk Richardson number (Rb = −0.21); the Rb calculation method is shown as below:
where, H is the building height, a T is the average air temperature inside the street canyon, and The data comparison showed a good agreement. However, the current numerical model was slightly under predicted the near ground wind. This under prediction could be attributed to the geometric difference: the street canyon model used in the wind tunnel experiment has a shorter street length than that of the current numerical model, which allows additional airflow enters the street canyon from building sidewalls. The data comparison showed a good agreement. However, the current numerical model was slightly under predicted the near ground wind. This under prediction could be attributed to the geometric difference: the street canyon model used in the wind tunnel experiment has a shorter street length than that of the current numerical model, which allows additional airflow enters the street canyon from building sidewalls. Based on the good agreements demonstrated through above two case studies, the prediction accuracy of the current numerical model is validated, which confirms the proposed numerical modelling approach is capable to provide wind and thermal environment prediction analysis for street canyons.
Results and Discussion
In this section, four typical time events, morning (1000 LST), noon (1300 LST), afternoon (1600 LST) and night (2000 LST) were used for results analysis. The diurnal variation of surface temperature, air flow patterns and pollutant dispersion were analyzed and compared between summer and winter seasons. Figure 6 illustrates diurnal surface temperatures of leeward wall, ground and windward wall under summer and winter conditions. For the ground temperature, the same diurnal variation trend was observed both in winter and summer cases, which peaks at 1300 LST for both cases. In contrast, considerable seasonal differences were found for the windward and leeward walls. For the summer condition, the maximum temperature of leeward and windward wall occurred at 1000 LST (319 K) and 1600 LST (313.2 K). For the winter condition, almost identical diurnal varying trend was found between the windward and leeward walls, which peaks at 1300 LST with the value of 288.5 K. This is mainly because the different anthropogenic heating condition inside buildings. During the summer season, indoor temperature keeps lower than ambient air temperature during daytime due to the cooling effect of air conditioning systems. The solar radiation effect dominates building surface temperature variation. However, for the winter season, combining heating effects from the solar radiation and indoor heating systems contributes to the building facets temperature changing. Compared with the anthropologic heating, the heat energy sourced from the solar radiation is minor. Therefore, almost identical temperature distributions were observed between windward and leeward walls. Consequently, the leeward wall and windward wall temperature fluctuates more wildly in summer with a maximum daily temperature difference of 24 K and 18.2 K, respectively. For the winter condition, the maximum daily temperature difference remains 11 K for both leeward and windward walls, which accounts half of that in summer. Additionally, the ground temperature exceeds other building walls at 1300 LST in summer, but remains the lowest for the whole day in winter. Based on the good agreements demonstrated through above two case studies, the prediction accuracy of the current numerical model is validated, which confirms the proposed numerical modelling approach is capable to provide wind and thermal environment prediction analysis for street canyons.
Surface Temperature

Results and Discussion
In this section, four typical time events, morning (1000 LST), noon (1300 LST), afternoon (1600 LST) and night (2000 LST) were used for results analysis. The diurnal variation of surface temperature, air flow patterns and pollutant dispersion were analyzed and compared between summer and winter seasons. Figure 6 illustrates diurnal surface temperatures of leeward wall, ground and windward wall under summer and winter conditions. For the ground temperature, the same diurnal variation trend was observed both in winter and summer cases, which peaks at 1300 LST for both cases. In contrast, considerable seasonal differences were found for the windward and leeward walls. For the summer condition, the maximum temperature of leeward and windward wall occurred at 1000 LST (319 K) and 1600 LST (313.2 K). For the winter condition, almost identical diurnal varying trend was found between the windward and leeward walls, which peaks at 1300 LST with the value of 288.5 K. This is mainly because the different anthropogenic heating condition inside buildings. During the summer season, indoor temperature keeps lower than ambient air temperature during daytime due to the cooling effect of air conditioning systems. The solar radiation effect dominates building surface temperature variation. However, for the winter season, combining heating effects from the solar radiation and indoor heating systems contributes to the building facets temperature changing. Compared with the anthropologic heating, the heat energy sourced from the solar radiation is minor. Therefore, almost identical temperature distributions were observed between windward and leeward walls. Consequently, the leeward wall and windward wall temperature fluctuates more wildly in summer with a maximum daily temperature difference of 24 K and 18.2 K, respectively. For the winter condition, the maximum daily temperature difference remains 11 K for both leeward and windward walls, which accounts half of that in summer. Additionally, the ground temperature exceeds other building walls at 1300 LST in summer, but remains the lowest for the whole day in winter. during most of the day than that of winter. For the morning case (1000 LST), all three temperature differences under summer condition were found greater than those in winter. As the only one sunlight surface during the morning, the leeward wall was found to be the most heated surface for both seasons. The largest temperature difference between the leeward wall and ambient was 19.3 K in summer and 11.6 K in winter (Figure 7c ). Despite notable surface temperature was established on the leeward wall for both seasons in the morning, the surface heating patterns were very different among all canyon facets. For the noon case (1300 LST), the temperature differences among all facets (namely leeward wall and ground, leeward wall and windward wall) were fairly small (<1 K) in winter, which indicates all three street canyon facets were evenly heated. For the noon case in summer, similar surface temperatures were established between the leeward wall and the windward wall. Only the ground received direct solar radiation, and its surface temperature exceeded the rest two side walls about 11.5 K.
Surface Temperature
Atmosphere 2017, 8, 43 9 of 19 summer during most of the day than that of winter. For the morning case (1000 LST), all three temperature differences under summer condition were found greater than those in winter. As the only one sunlight surface during the morning, the leeward wall was found to be the most heated surface for both seasons. The largest temperature difference between the leeward wall and ambient was 19.3 K in summer and 11.6 K in winter (Figure 7c ). Despite notable surface temperature was established on the leeward wall for both seasons in the morning, the surface heating patterns were very different among all canyon facets. For the noon case (1300 LST), the temperature differences among all facets (namely leeward wall and ground, leeward wall and windward wall) were fairly small (<1 K) in winter, which indicates all three street canyon facets were evenly heated. For the noon case in summer, similar surface temperatures were established between the leeward wall and the windward wall. Only the ground received direct solar radiation, and its surface temperature exceeded the rest two side walls about 11.5 K. For the afternoon event (1600 LST), the most heated facet was the windward wall as the solar radiation directly acted on the windward wall. The temperature difference between the leeward wall and ground was only 1.4 K in summer, but nearly 8 K in winter. The temperature difference between the two side walls was 9.3 K in summer and 0.1 K in winter. This can be attributed to the significant indoor heating effect during the winter season. Due to the combined effect of solar radiation and anthropologic heating, the temperature difference between the windward wall and ambient approached to 15.1 K in summer and 6.3 K in winter, respectively.
For the night event (2000 LST) in summer, temperature differences among all facets was significantly dropped (less than 2.5 K). However, for the winter condition, a 9.9 K temperature difference between the leeward wall and ground was established. Both leeward and windward walls showed similar temperature, which exceeds the ambient temperature about 4.9 K.
Therefore, significant seasonal and diurnal variations were found for the canyon facets heating. Especially for the winter condition, more evenly distributed facets temperature with weak diurnal fluctuation is expected due to the combined effect of solar radiation and anthropologic heating.
Air Flow Pattern
In this section, the along-canyon averaged streamline fields [52] were calculated. Figure 8 details the wind-buoyancy-driven flow behavior within the street canyon under different seasonal conditions. Streamlines emanating from the core of the vortex is observed in Figure 8b ,f, which can be attributed to the presence of axial flow. Since the streamlines were averaged along street canyon from x/L = 0.25 to x/L = 0.75, slight axial flow caused by the canyon end effect might be captured in the calculated results. For the morning event (1000 LST) as shown in Figure 8a ,b, a clockwise rotating vortex centering close to the windward wall was observed under both seasons. However, a small secondary vortex was established at the bottom corner of the windward wall under winter condition (Figure 8b ). Since the winter case does not show significant temperature variation between the windward wall and the leeward wall (Figure 7) , and both of them hold higher temperature value than that of either ground or ambient air, a secondary vortex imposing an opposite force on the main wind-driven flow was observed due to the buoyancy effect close to the windward wall.
Similar flow patterns with two counter-rotating vortices were found for the noon event (1300 LST) for both seasons (Figure 8c,d) . For the summer case, the main airflow vortex was compressed towards its vortex core, and the secondary vortex size is slightly larger than that under the winter condition. In contrast, the air flow was intensified along near wall regions in the winter case, and the size and intensity of the secondary vortex were greatly reduced. This is mainly attributed to different surface heating between summer and winter. In general, the ground was the most heated surface (Figure 7) , and no significant temperature difference can be found between the leeward and windward walls. In summer, the ground temperature exceeded approximately 12 K compared with the other two side walls, and 17 K compared with the ambient temperature. This temperature difference induced strong buoyancy, which pushes the main vortex 0.05H upwards and compresses the wind-driven flow (Figure 8c) . In contrast, all canyon facets were evenly heated in winter, but higher than the ambient about 14 K. Thus, the airflow in the near wall region was intensified due to the buoyancy effect.
For the afternoon case (1600 LST), completely different airflow patterns were found. For the summer condition, the direct solar radiation on the windward wall during afternoon induced a 15 K temperature increase when compared with the ambient. This heated windward wall generated significant upward buoyancy against the main wind-driven airflow, which breaks the previous single main vortex structure into multiple disturbed patterns. Thus, a complex air flow structure with multi-vortex was observed in summer (Figure 8e) . While for winter, a single vortex with intensified airflow along canyon facets was established (Figure 8f) . Based on the surface heating showed in Figure 7 , the two side walls hold almost identical surface temperatures in winter, but only exceeded around 6 K when compared with the ambient. Thus, the circumferential velocity of the main vortex was reduced. Comparable flow patterns are also reported by Xie et al. [53] under similar stratification condition. For the night event (2000 LST), a clockwise rotating vortex with slight disturbance of the ambient wind was observed under both seasons. Similar with the morning event, the primary vortex occupies the whole street canyon in summer, and a small secondary vortex was observed at the windward corner in winter. As disclosed by Figure 7 , for the summer condition, the temperature For the night event (2000 LST), a clockwise rotating vortex with slight disturbance of the ambient wind was observed under both seasons. Similar with the morning event, the primary vortex occupies the whole street canyon in summer, and a small secondary vortex was observed at the windward corner in winter. As disclosed by Figure 7 , for the summer condition, the temperature differences between canyon facets and ambient air were small during the night. Thus, the ambient wind dominated the vortex formation in summer. For the winter condition, the primary vortex center was moved upwards towards the windward wall, and a secondary vortex was established at the windward wall bottom corner. This is mainly due to the considerable temperature differences between the side walls and the ground (10 K), the side walls and the ambient air (5 K). Figure 9 illustrates along-canyon averaged horizontal velocity profiles at the canyon center (y = 0). For the morning event (Figure 9a) , the airflow velocity gradually changed from downwind direction at the top of the canyon to upwind direction at the bottom of the canyon for both seasons, which indicates the existence of the main vortex rotating in clockwise direction. Despite the velocity profile during the noon (Figure 9b) showed a similar overall trend with the morning case, the velocity magnitude under summer weather condition, especially for the lower part of the canyon (Z < 10 m), slightly exceeds that of winter condition, and the near ground peak wind velocity (Z = 2.2 m) increases from 0.72 m/s (1000 LST) to 0.95 m/s (1300 LST). Furthermore, the near ground peak velocities during the noon for both seasons were found to be the quickest compared with all other time events. The afternoon event showed complete difference horizontal velocity profiles (Figure 9c) . Despite similar velocity pattern with previous events persisted in winter, but both the near ground and top wind speeds were significantly reduced. However, for the summer situation, due to the multiple vortex structure (Figure 8e ), no significant air flow movement were observed at the lower half of the vertical center canyon region (Z < 10 m). For the night event (2000 LST), small air flow velocity (<±0.1 m/s) was found in the central part of the street canyon (5 m < Z < 15 m) for both seasons. While, for the top and near ground level regions, the air flow velocity was increased in summer due to the bulk motion of ambient wind.
Atmosphere 2017, 8, 43 12 of 19 differences between canyon facets and ambient air were small during the night. Thus, the ambient wind dominated the vortex formation in summer. For the winter condition, the primary vortex center was moved upwards towards the windward wall, and a secondary vortex was established at the windward wall bottom corner. This is mainly due to the considerable temperature differences between the side walls and the ground (10 K), the side walls and the ambient air (5 K). Figure 9 illustrates along-canyon averaged horizontal velocity profiles at the canyon center (y = 0). For the morning event (Figure 9a) , the airflow velocity gradually changed from downwind direction at the top of the canyon to upwind direction at the bottom of the canyon for both seasons, which indicates the existence of the main vortex rotating in clockwise direction. Despite the velocity profile during the noon (Figure 9b) showed a similar overall trend with the morning case, the velocity magnitude under summer weather condition, especially for the lower part of the canyon (Z < 10 m), slightly exceeds that of winter condition, and the near ground peak wind velocity (Z = 2.2 m) increases from 0.72 m/s (1000 LST) to 0.95 m/s (1300 LST). Furthermore, the near ground peak velocities during the noon for both seasons were found to be the quickest compared with all other time events. The afternoon event showed complete difference horizontal velocity profiles ( Figure  9c) . Despite similar velocity pattern with previous events persisted in winter, but both the near ground and top wind speeds were significantly reduced. However, for the summer situation, due to the multiple vortex structure (Figure 8e ), no significant air flow movement were observed at the lower half of the vertical center canyon region (Z < 10 m). For the night event (2000 LST), small air flow velocity (<±0.1 m/s) was found in the central part of the street canyon (5 m < Z < 15 m) for both seasons. While, for the top and near ground level regions, the air flow velocity was increased in summer due to the bulk motion of ambient wind. Figure 10 depicts the normalized along-canyon averaged tracing pollutants concentrations (C/C). These results are obtained by linear interpolation and averaging methods. Firstly, these results were extracted from x/L = 0.25 to x/L = 0.75, with an interval of x/L = 0.05; Then, all field data was averaged based on eleven Y-Z slices. In general, distinct differences were observed for all case studies. In summer, the morning event showed significant pollutant accumulations in the windward half of the canyon. In winter, the night event showed a notable near-ground contaminants build-up in the leeward half of the canyon. For the morning event (Figure 10a ), a lower pollutant concentration was observed in the leeward half of the canyon in summer. In contrast, the winter case showed a reversed pattern with relatively more pollutant accumulating within the leeward half of the canyon (Figure 10b ). For the noon event (Figure 10c,d) , both cases showed a good air quality in the near-ground-zone (z ≤ 0.3H) due to the strong lifting force imposed by the buoyancy. For the afternoon event, the summer case showed an evenly distributed pollutants concentration pattern in most of the canyon space (Figure 10e) , while the winter case showed two elevated accumulation spots along the middle region of the leeward wall (Figure 10f ). For the night event, despite the fact that notable pollutant accumulation can be found in summer (Figure 10g) , the majority of the pollutants were centered in the upper half of the canyon space. Although majority of the pollutants have been removed out of the canyon, the night event for the winter case was the worst time slot with serious pollutant build-up along the pedestrian's height level (Figure 10h) .
Pollutant Dispersion Characteristics
To further quantify the pollutant removal performance, air exchange rate (AER), defined as the volumetric air exchange rate per unit time, is calculated by the following equations [13] :
where w + is the mean positive vertical velocity, w is the mean positive velocity fluctuation, ∑ is the roof area of the street canyon, and k is the kinetic energy. Figure 11 compares the normalized AER between summer and winter. In general, for both seasons, the normalized AER peaks at the noon event, and the lowest air exchange rate occurs at the night event. For the morning and night cases, greater normalized AER was found in winter. While, for the noon and afternoon cases, greater normalized AER value occurred in summer. Lastly, the relative residual pollutant percentages in the near-wall-zone, near-ground-zone, and inhabitant-zone were calculated to quantify the air quality in human occupied zones (Figure 12 ). The near-wall-zone, near-ground-zone and inhabitant-zone was defined as the adjacent layer close to building side walls within 0.2W, the bottom layer in the street canyon (z < 0.3H), and the combination of near-ground-zone and near-wall-zone, respectively. Figure 12a summarizes the percentage of pollutants concentrated within all inhabitant zones, including near-ground zone, and near-wall zone. The results showed a great increase for the morning event in summer with almost 90% of residual pollutant concentrating in these regions. In contrast, the winter condition showed a worst air quality with 75% of residual pollutant persisting in all inhabitant zones during the night event. These peaks indicate the natural ventilation during summer morning and the winter night are poor, and they are worst time slots for residents.
Through comparing the localized pollutant concentration (Figure 12b,c) with the combined results (Figure 12a) , it is found majority of the residual pollutant in winter night (65%) were accumulated in the near-ground-zone due to weak ground ventilation. However, no apparent pollutant concentration differences were observed in near-wall-zones for the summer condition. Lastly, the relative residual pollutant percentages in the near-wall-zone, near-ground-zone, and inhabitant-zone were calculated to quantify the air quality in human occupied zones (Figure 12 ). The near-wall-zone, near-ground-zone and inhabitant-zone was defined as the adjacent layer close to building side walls within 0.2W, the bottom layer in the street canyon (z < 0.3H), and the combination of near-ground-zone and near-wall-zone, respectively. Figure 12a summarizes the percentage of pollutants concentrated within all inhabitant zones, including near-ground zone, and near-wall zone.
The results showed a great increase for the morning event in summer with almost 90% of residual pollutant concentrating in these regions. In contrast, the winter condition showed a worst air quality with 75% of residual pollutant persisting in all inhabitant zones during the night event. These peaks indicate the natural ventilation during summer morning and the winter night are poor, and they are worst time slots for residents. 
Conclusions
In this study, the impact of seasonal changes, including solar radiation and anthropogenic heating effects, on urban canyon ventilation as well as pollutant dispersion characteristics was investigated. The numerical model was first validated against experimental data [41, 51] , then the Through comparing the localized pollutant concentration (Figure 12b,c) with the combined results (Figure 12a) , it is found majority of the residual pollutant in winter night (65%) were accumulated in the near-ground-zone due to weak ground ventilation. However, no apparent pollutant concentration differences were observed in near-wall-zones for the summer condition.
In this study, the impact of seasonal changes, including solar radiation and anthropogenic heating effects, on urban canyon ventilation as well as pollutant dispersion characteristics was investigated. The numerical model was first validated against experimental data [41, 51] , then the seasonal changing effects were investigated in detail. Our results showed a more evenly distributed surface temperature with relatively weak diurnal fluctuation was found in winter. The summer afternoon case showed a very different flow pattern with multi-vortex flow structure due to strong buoyance disturbance generated by heated adjacent building walls. The near-ground velocity during the summer afternoon was significantly reduced (almost zero), which may even slower than the night event. Consequently, poor pollutant removal performance was observed for the summer afternoon with a scattered pollutant concentration. Lastly, the regional residual pollutant percentage analysis showed the summer morning and the winter night are two worst time slots with 87% and 77% of the residual pollutant being trapped in the inhabitant-zone, respectively.
Due to the steady state assumption, heat storage effects of building walls and ground soil were not considered in the present study, which may contribute over-predictions of surface temperature. Besides, real street canyon geometries are much more complicated. Despite some limitations of this study, such as the unit aspect ratio and constant ambient wind assumptions, research findings presented by the current paper can contribute to fully understandings of street canyon environment under different seasonal conditions. The proposed research method offers an effective solution for urban ventilation and wind path designs.
